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. : CHAPTER I

£ INTRODUCTION ‘
: I '
s A major problem faced by educators has been the

**"“**“"#*“““*“ﬁ“lack”of*readiness“ofjeconomically'disadvantaged children

.- .- ‘ L :
.+ to enter into a formal school program. Since the child

e
e

e

____isexposed to parental influence more than school in-

fluence, many programs have beer designed to educate, the

. ‘ \
parents on how best to work with their youngsters.,

L

'Although many such-: pnograms have been ini#iated, it is

yet to be determlned what is the most effective épproach.
L

STATEMENT OF PROBLEM
- The kindergarten chlldren in the Title I schools in -
Mesa have consistently scored lower in the area of feading,“;

readiness than the kindergarteners in non-title schools.

A Parent Involvement Program was developed 1n the Tltle

I schools to raise the readlng readiness levels of _these __ .. .
chlldren. The parents receive instruction twice a week '
in Qorking effectively with their children; making reading
'games;oané teaching in the kindefgarten classfoom one

day a week. Recent studies have shown that this type of

\
program has signifioéntly raised the achievement pattern

of the economically and socially depfived youngsters.,

(Barnard: 1972, Parks: 1972) The untested assumption

60006 S
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was that the parents who attended this program regularly
should be able fo provide assistanée outside of séhool
for their kindergarten children in a&dition to helping
‘in the classroom. Although all children received
assistance from parents ig the classroom, thenassumption

is that thoseAchlldren whose parents part1c1pated dlrectly

should show greater growth than those children whose
i

parents did not attend.

STATEMENT OF HYPOTHESES

participated and those children whose parents did'not

participate, but had the beneflt of all parents@heigingfwm&;d”'ff*fgg

— 2% Ade-
‘in the classroom, as measured by the letter recognltlon

sections of the Murphy-Durrell Reading Readiness Anélysis~

Test.

-

© 77°2) There will be no statlstlcally”§1gn1f1cant“:'>f&“
e [
difference in the scores made by children whose parquS

.o e ,
participated and those children’whose parents did not -

G e D
P e

participate, but had the benefit of all parenfé”hélp1n§?4f
in the classroom, as measured by the'phoneme segg&gnwof

the Murphy-Durrell Reading Readiness Aﬁalysis Test.
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ASSUMPTIONS

In the initial organization of the research it was
‘necessary to make several assumptions:

1) The Mnrphy-Durrell Readiné Readiness Analysis
— T Testuselectedmfonﬂmeasurehentuin this study is valid
for this population..

2) Teachers involved in thls study worked equally
with chnldren whose parents part1c1oated as with
. children whose parents did not participate3~ e
~3) The phoneme section of the ﬁurphy-Durreli

e

v
- Reading Readiness Analysis Test was given to thirty

children as a pretest and all thirty scored zero. The

,test was _discontinued because’1t was too difficult and

- Ve
- - ¥ Z:\;‘;’a .- L, oee % . . N ®

""" ’ " DEFINITION OF TERMS T o T o

Several terms used in “this study may require

a
} :/identification. The terms are as follows:
G N
P Educatlonally Deprived Children
PRt 4 ~ - } "~
. ,4Tdé;§;§ &, Lapes < e.e.those children who ha¥e eed
wed L oo | e - -gpedlal-éducational assistance in

.order that their level of educational
,w;atgalnment may be raised to that ap-
dzpropriate for children of thelr-age.
The.term| includes children who are

S

Vréﬂ,hanglcapped or whose needs for such
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special educational assistance result

from poverty, neglect, deiinquency, or
cultural or linguistic)isolation from

the community atglarge." (HEW)

Reading Readiness

"The general stage of developmental -
~ maturity and preparedness at which a.

child can learn to read easily and

proficiently in a regular classroom

setting when exposed to good teaching."

(Rogers: 1971, p. 3)

Title I Schools . L

e "Schools selected for Title I projects

®  which on the basis of the best avail-
able information, have high concen-
trations of children from low-income
families." (HEW)

¢

o

LIMITATIONS ~ A
1) The study was confined to five Title I Schools .

in the Mesa Area. N o

2) The study-was limited to the kindergarten o
e L :

- \ N
grade level, ' : - ) '
3) The study is limited to the effects of papental’
involvement on the child!s learning of letter names and

N . " : o
phonemes.

AT




W, "CHA®TER IT
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

e — - *“THEOREfICAL BASE » o -
The participation of pazents in their children's .
learning experiences is “geemed essentiga fo?_effective
pre-school 'programs. (Gordon: 1972, Mathews: 1972,
Malcolm: 1972) The need to educate parents was clearly
stated by Nadine Newcomb(1974), qirector of "Good
Start" classes in New York. She states that "parent-
hood 1is the énly profession for which no training is
required in our society. Yet parents are the most im-
por%ant influences in their child's pre-school years, .
the years when children éée'pregramed for the rest of
* their li?es." (Newcomb: p. 545)
' The. flrst five years of a child's llfe aré the-

——— U UV S

‘most productlve years for learnlng as thls is the -

a4
pgribd when ‘the brain is growing most rapidly. Parents,
morewthap anyone else, are in contact with a child of

?

pre-school age and need to know how to assist their

child in gaining the necessary SklllS for the learnlng
process. (Neqcomb 1974) After reV1eW1ng numerous

;progects, Katrina de Hersch concluded that an early




o]
childhood intervention program: 1) cannot involve
. .
mothers early enough, 2) must develop a trusting
relationship between mother and school personnel, and

3) should have a program which is an out-growth of

-

the child's home development. -~ <

One of the assump%ions of.having parents hglp in-
the ¢lassroom is that they often relate better %b a
child of a simiJi;:e:7énomic backgroun@ than does a
teacher from a - ent economip background.
Patricia Olmsted (1972) conducted a study to see if‘

mothers' teaching styles vary according Eg socio-

economic backgrounds. Tw0'groups of mothers and

children were sampled. One group of 39 were taken
from a Universi%y Lab School and clearly identified
as middle income or higher. Another group of 32 was

selected from a low income housing development and

identified as lower income. The children were from

.
o
e,

"kindergarten age to third gradf’fﬂ equal propoftio'ns

-

in both groups.

The tr.ching tool was adopted from the Eight

/ i

Block Sort fised by Hess and Shipman. (1968) The

/ - -
parents were taught various ways of grouping the blocks

into sets and then asked to’ teach this to their children.

While the mother taught her child, a trained adminis=

trator sat near by usingr an observation checklist and

| Go011 .

0




tape recorder. Such Phenomena as how the mother con-
trolled and reinforced her child were observed.
" The results showed a marked difference between
teaching styles of mothers from different socio-
econoﬁic groups. There were ho &ifferenccs in the
mothers teaching‘according to the age thild she was
working with. -
SUPPORT FOR A STRUCTURED READINESS PROGRAM
Although there is little question regarding the
value of parental involvem??t, some investigators
also believe that the program needs to be highly
structured. Stanchfield _(1971) experimented with a
variety of materials and methods in @éﬁching beginning
reading to first grédcrs.
She developed a research design tro teach skills
in a sequential, developmental order in six major areas:
- 1) 1listening for.comprehension of content
2) 1listening for auditory discrimination
3) wvisual discrimination skills
4) oral language skills*
$) motor-perception skills and
6)‘)sound-symbol corresﬁondence skills
Seventeen kindergarten classes in Los Angeles

Schools were selected to provide a cross-section of

socio-economic levels representing ethnic categories

-

L
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of Black, Mexican-American and Vhite Ehildren. Each
experimental gghool was matched to a similiar control
school, matching ethnic origins, aczdemic achievements,
and socio-economic backgrounds. Teachers were randomly
selected. The teache7é/in the experimental programs

were given teacher guides to follow while control groups

taught as usual. The teachers in the experimental

- /

!
group used flannel boards and pocket charts, chalk-

boards, flannel board cut-outs; puppets, picture cards
and books.

The Murphy—Durreli Reading Réadinesg Analysis Test
was given. The scores indicated thét: a) expépimental
group scored higher than control group, b) girls scored
higher than boys, c¢) the "othemwhite" achieved higher

-

scores than Mexican-Americans. and Blacks; howe&er, the

/

Mexican-American andUBlacks‘in the experimental group/
sc&ééd higher than ‘whites in the'control'group;
Stanchfield concluded that children being taught in
structured seduential pfograms,with appropriate mate-

rials|achieved significantly more than children in’

regular kindergarten curriculum.




TRAINING OF PARENTS
Althpugh it has been shown that the most effective
{ early childhood reading readiness programs involve --
- péventsﬁ the parents frequently neéd training to help
them teach their children. .
~ Yaman and Hadson (1971) experimented to determine
if parents could be trdined to“work in a home-based
program (caliéd PAL) with their own child, by using a -
pamphlet developed for this purpose. They.developed)a
pamphlet and sampled it with twenty seventh and eighth
grade students. The readirng ability of these students
ranged from sixth to eleventh grade level as ‘measured
by the California Test of Basic Skills. Thi$ was con-
sidered comparable to the parents who would be using
" the pamphlét.
| The students were evaluated individually immediately ;
after they finished studying their parent guide. Three
instruments were used to measure the effectiveness of
.the booklet. First, the students were given 10 program :/
Qords to be sounded out and feaa. The evaluator recorded

the correct and incorrect responses. Second, the
{

-

students conducted a practice exercise and the evaluator .
played the role of the child and recorded correct and

incorrect responses. Third, the students were given

- twelve questions regarding the basic information of the

/ S
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PAL program included in thévguide.

The students wi%ﬁ ﬁighef reading sboreéiscored
higher thaﬁlthe studenfs with lower reading scores, but
only at the extremes wefe the differences substantial;
There was little variance among the tests of separate°
measures. An item analysis of each of the ?Pree tests
was conducted to determine which of the items'q§§ the
hardest to learn. This data became tﬁe basis for sub-
sequent revisions. The results indicate that the ‘
Parent Guide was_successfu{ in instr;cting pupils to
use the PAL progrém‘and could probably be refined to .
use wi?h parents.

| Santelli (1972) also attempted to develop training
for parents: He wanted to train parenté'of emotionally
disturbed children to help their own children. Tuwo
groups of emotionally disturbed children, ranging from
five to eleven years old, received training in commu-
nication problems. One group received training on

parent child relationships and the other group received

training on parent child relationships in addition

to sessions on developing healthy maritial relationships.

Five paper and pencil and three interpersonal pro-
cess measures, to be used while the parent works with
his child, were administered to both-groups during the

two weeks prior to the sessions, and two weeks after

3




the last group sessions.

He found no significant difference between the

£y

two groups of parents. This seems to indicate that it
is moﬁﬁiimportant to train parents to work with their
children rather than counseling them in related family

areas. . , g

A study crt the influence of child's age, econonic

status, sex of parent and other variableson parental
participation in school was done-by Michael. (1975)

A Pandom sampling of the East Side ?; Manhattan
fslum area was made to select one adult and all ten to

nineteen year olds'in that household. (Michael: 1971)

a

This netted five hundred twenty-seven adult-adplescent

pairs. Interviewers were matched to families on the
: ) )

basis of ethni¢ factors. The adult intérviewerﬁgathered

data on parents' attitddes,iactivities, primary’ group:

.

ties, social class and demographic characteristics.
Parent participation was measured by an index of 1) how

many times'paregﬁs visited school in past year 2} if

parents belong to PTA and 3) placement of child in
: (

non—pﬁblic school.

s. The data indicated that a) Mothers participate more

actively than fathers in school parental involvement
functions and botk .iother and father participate more

than parent (except Puerto Ricans whose fathers

.I‘z»
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_participated the most). b) There is declining rate

of participation with a child's maturation, since the.
magnitude of the parental’obligations for nurturance
etc. wvaries inversely with their child's age. c¢) The

higher socio-economic families have a higher rate of

»

pérental participation in the schools. Parental par-

~ticipation tends to reinforce youngsters'.céhformity':

to school cultures.
The study .indicates that it would be easier to

interest parents %n a Parent Involvement Program’that

s °

. : ' is geared for mothers of preschool and kindergarteners..

1 ot

The very lowest socio-economic families are harder to
get involved than other families in different economic

brackeﬁé.

.

.

ING PARENTS -

5 ) 4

5

STUDIES OF READINESS PROGRAMS INVOﬁ
Mann (1970) initiated a program to see if low '
cincome mothers .of two year old children could be

- trained to improve the language)developmént of their

‘‘‘‘‘ ] JRN——

A "child. The mothers were divided into three groups.

In the langlhage treatment group, the.children received .

- . treatment involving verbal reinforcements, elaboratién

i

-and extension, for one and one-half hours, two days -

‘ N
per week, for ten weeks. At the same’time the mothers \ .

were paid to participate and received a combination

90017 )
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13 k
foquhservatiop, discussion and microQteaching1 Mothgfs e s
in the counséling treatment group received counéeling ‘J
for three hours each:day, one day each week for ten
weeks. The mothers in the control group received no
training; :

’ The counseling group and the con%rol\group showed
n6>;ién£f&£ﬁﬁf differences in«tﬁe éyﬁtéx;éfyie ofu‘t}ier I
children as measﬁred by a trained observer.  They con-
gluded that a structured langﬁag; trgining pfogram ‘
for lower socio-economic mothers of culturally dis-
ad?gntéged'two year old children is an efféctive way
of chaﬁging the syntax style of the child.

A study by Gréatho%sé (1972) .also indicates that
a‘greaf deal of teaching can be doneiby'parenté. She
experimented to determine the effect of Toy Talk on

low income blaék mothers and their pre-schoél ch;ldren.

Twelve low,income'black mothers volunteered to par-

ticipate 1in this seven week program with their pre-

schoolers. The parents had four demonstration meetings -°

and each mother begén using Téy Talk procedures weekly

TN

at home with ﬁeEHQB}l§:M Investigators made home vijits

to discuss the mother's progress, new toys and unit .
e A

plans.
As a pretest and postfest, a "Parent as a Teacher"

inventory was designed to measure the mothers

50018 | = :
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1

il -

———-self-concept as a learner:--Each mother kept a time

H

index of vocabulary gains of her, chiid. * ----

Greathouse concluded'that:

-

1) The mother's self-concept as a teacher. .. . . .

changed sigqificantl&q - l
. L [ . f
2) The mothers madé a significant gdin in

their knowledge about the teachlng learnlng

process. ’
Y ' . ¥

3) The child's self-concept as a learner
changed significantly. _
4) Vocabulary growth of the children seemed

- to have increased significantly..:

=

§) Overall results of Toy Talk indicated more

teaching-learning can occur in the home

than previously assumed. .

It is dlfflcult to determine how much these at-
titudes would have changed due to’ maturatlon, and it

would be interesting to compare the results with those

3

_ of.a control group.
A ‘
"4 Another program involving parents was named "Good

— Start". (Newcomb: 1974) Classes were held at Glassmore

,Public Library-in NeW'Jersey. The teacher and a1des
began to make house to house visits in the poorer
sections to recruit mothers of pre-s¢hool children.

Twelve mothers and eighteen children were involved.
{ ” . “

?
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Two hour meetlngs were held on Tuesday mornings w1th

the parents and children meeting separately, and again

| . . >
on Thursday for both childrer and parents together.

The parents are shown toys and “instructed on how best
to use them with their child. Reading Readlness was

also taught by show1ng the parents how to teach 81ght

.words to their children at homne. )

'

Information has collected from interviews with

parents who had completed the procram. he results

'showed ‘that mothers appreciated and supported the program

i

and cont1nued a 81m111ar program of their own after

the structured program was .completed. g

In another study 1n the Tucson Publlc School
district, Parks (1972) set up a program to involve
parents of low achieving k1ndergartenersr The goal for

. the parents was to have them,hecome more aware of their

roles as teacheis and to assune more responsibility

" in the educatio

\of their children. _The goal for the

children was that they would improve their attitudes

i

towards thémselves and others, improve their physical

H

~well-being and skills, and increase intellectual ‘de-

velopment with emDhasis on language.

Two hundred twenty-elght children partlclpated in

133

. this project. Two plans were 1mplemented. In one plan

s e e P ma

the parents attended one se331on each week and the

. 5]
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children attended five half d%ys

’ ,second plan the parents attended one, SGSSlon every" R
: S
other week and the chlldren attendnd two hour sessions

three days each week. Th““teacherS‘modeled the con=
- /

" sistant behavior with the program goals for parents

/
s

‘ and aides to copy

— e - -— _ e

/

¥ There was a sxgnlffsant 1mprOVement 1n the 8001a1,
1ntellectua1 and phy81cal achievement of the children

who part1c1pated 1n fhls program versus children not

in the program, 38 measured by test results on the Pre-

‘school-fnéentoﬁ§ and Evaluation dcale for Four and Five
/

Year 01d Chlldren Parents daveloped 31gn1flcantly more.

.p031t1ve attltudes towards their children as measured by

/ -

: /
a questionnaire developed by the staff. »

o ~ - /Although it is difficult to determine how much of
/ ’ .
thé childrens' achievements were due to their parents

/o .
/6articipating, the parent questionnaire¢ indicates that

/" the parents themselves gained from the program.

a A parent involvement program was initiated 1in

/ " Mesa, Arizona to determine the effects of parent and

child incentives on the acquisition of reading readi-

/ ﬁqsé‘skiiis: (Barnard: 1972) S e
‘ Kindergarten children from four Title I Schools

1n the Mesa School District were randomly selected

ERIC 0002
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r"hey weres dévded “into four incentive

73%the sample.d

o . S e

' grouga. 1) incentlves to children ,2) incentives to
parents 3) incentives to children and parents, and

K3 ; - -
R "1
o < g

Sl g NREEATives! The patents .in all the groups -
created reading readiness games designed to teach the .
critical rveading skills. -~ Parents played these'with

R o M s A S e ot e e o b e e e e wm o
v

the children in the classrooms.. The chlldren were . -

© ' pre€tested and posttested with the Murphy-Durrell

Reading Readines® An&¥¥ysis Test.~
. /
There was no statistically significant’ gain in

reading readiness skills by those students who re~ ¢
ceived~incentiveé and those who did not. However, all
the classes who had parental involvement stored higher
than other Title I apd non~Title I échools without

parental involvement. . e e,

»

PO P
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- *Santelli, Newcomb)

SUMMARY

There are many articles-describing parental in-

} o4

volvement programss; however, there is little compar-

atlve‘research-avallable. The -review of the research . - .

indicates that 1) parents are critical in the Chlld'

learning during the pre-school years (Newcomb, de Hersch,

Olmsted, Breathouse, Barnard) " 2) training of parents

-

is a necessity for effective‘results (Yamen and Hadson,

3) a structured program tends to

produce achlevement results batter than non-structured

L B

programs. (Stanchfleld)

Only one study was locatzd that was designed
specifically to train and involve parents in teaching

betrerﬂnames‘ﬁng_sggnds to pre-school children.

S

However, this study did not seek to assess the influence

i

T of parental participation "in school on the assistance

the parent can give his child outside of the classroom. .

-

This study seeks to answer this question. b,

0023




CIIAPTER III -

METHODS AND PROCEDUR

SUBJECTS AND SELECTION METHODS
). Fourteen kindergaten classes in Mesa from five
Title I‘Schools haVe participated in the'Parent In-
volvement Program for the entire¥1973~7% school year.
The transient rate at these schools %g ﬁigher than at .

other distfict schools and~a1though.three hundred

thirty-eight children were exposed:to the program, only

two hundred sixty-nine children Stayed'ét their same
school for the entire School.year. One hundred five
parents, which is over one third the total number of
parents, participated in the program. .

A random proportional stratified sample, from

__five schools, of forty students whose parents did not

%

attend and of forty students whose parents did attend

were selected for this stﬁdy. ‘Every school partic-

- ipating in the Parent Involvement Program was rep-

resented. Students were selected by using random

numbers provided b& the Arizona State University

computer center.
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DESCRIPTION OF INSTRUMENTS EMPLOYED = °
The Murphy-Durrell Letter Recognition Sub-Test
consists of twenty-51x rows of cap1ta7 letters and

twenty six rows of s!all letters, each having five

different letters in a row. The child was then told

a letter and asked to ﬁht an X on it.

* The Murphy-Durrell Phomeme Sub-fest consists of

twggt}-four rows with four pictures in each row. The

child was instructed to put an X on any pictures that -

had the same phoneme as the sample words he 1istened

*

to. The. test covered initial consonants, bIEnds, and
dlgraphs and final consonant sourds.

The reliability of the Murphy-Durrell Reading
.Readiness Analysis Test allows a high degree of con-
fidence in 4its stability. The standard. error of
measurement for the letter names section is 2.4 and
the odd-even reliability coefficient is .97. The
is 2.5 and the odd-even reliability coefficient is

.94, (Murphy-Durrell: 1965)

00025 -
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DATA COLLECTION HMETHODS

It was planned that both th: letter name and
phoneme sub-test of the Murphy-Durrell Reading Readineas
Analysis Test would be administerad for both the pretest
and posttest. However, the children scored extremely
low on the lctter names pretest and the phonene test
was very frustrating for them. After testing forty-
five children with the phdneme test, and all forty-five
receiving scores of zero, it was decided nét to continue
the phoneme test. For this reason the results of thé
pretest administered in September 1973, consisted of
only the letter name section. The posttest adminis-
tered in April 1974 consisted of both the letter name
and phoneme sections with the second section given on
the following day. Trained aides administered these
tests to children in groups of four using markers to
help the children stay in the right place. If a child
was not able toﬁgnswgp any of thgﬂfiys# five questions
on either sub-test, the aide terminated the test by

asking him to ideﬂtify one of the pictures that ap-

peared on the test so that the child could answer

-

correctly and not experience frustration.




RESEARQH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES
The four program §£AES were trained for two
wéeks before the’program segah by a program coordinator.
They pecgived instructions in the teaching of reading,
‘and working effectively‘witﬁ both parents and children.

They received add%tional weekly training throughout

the school year. ’

Before the program starfed, the aides made house

calls to all the parents whoseqchildren'were attending
schools where the program was oﬁfered? They informed
them about the program and iﬁviied themyzg attend.

-The parents.attended thg Parent Involvement
Program two days each week. At éhé first weekly‘
session, parents were shown games that could be adapted

~

to teach a range ol skills from matching letters

through blending sounds to create new words. The

parent was given materials to copy the gamés, be;ng

sure to gear them to the needs of his own child.

Parents then discussed all the possible ways theif

game could be played and sampled the games themselves.
The following day, the parents received instruction

on many different topics that helped them work Qith

the children in the classroom and - their o&n child at

home. Such topics as the sounds letters make, ‘blending

sounds, word families and listening "effectively to

00027 °,
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%heiv ghildeere all discussed. MNext, the parents : -
went into the classrooms with the games that they made
and worked with groupsAof two to four children for
about forty minutes. The pafénts were then given the
games to take home with them to reinforce the skills
on each game with their an kindergaﬁfenéf.

A nursery was provided for younger children
while parents attended these workshops;'

All the children in the random sampling received
instruction one day each week from the parents. The
group of kindépgarteners whose pa%ents did ﬁot come
are the control group and the greup of kindergarteners

whose parents were involved in the program are the

.experimental group.

The pretest letter,fecognition scores of the control
and experimenta} group will be compared with an inde-°
pendent t-test. If the differences on this test are
statistically significant at the .05 level, then a gain
test will be run to compare the twokgroups' achievement.
Othgrwise an independent t~test will be used to compare
the‘two groups on the letter names test. |

The control and experimental éroups will also be
compared by the posttest raw scores on the phoneme
test. Since this test had to be abandoned at the

beginning of the year because it was too difficult

0028
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for the children to score above zero and it created

frustrétion, the two groups will be compared by their

. posttest scores with an independent t-test.




CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

It is the purpose of this chapter to analyze the

" data from the study as it pertains to questions posed

in Chapter I:

1)

2)

The‘%wo

|

nge there statistically greafgﬁ
gains hadp:by children whose parents
participated over those children N
whose parents did not partiéipate,
but. had the benefit of all parents
helping in the classréom as

measﬁred by the letter recognition
Sectéon§%

Were there statistically greater
gains made by children whose parents
participated over those childreﬁl
Qhose parents did not participate,
but.had the beﬁéfit of all parents
helping in the classroom as

measuyed by the phoneme sections?

random samplings involved in this study

originally considered forty individuals in each group.

For greater reliability any student who was unable to

participate in all tests administered was not considered

in the final results. The number of children completing

L
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the criteria in the experimental grogp%was'thirtyénine
- and the number in the control group was thirty-eight.
The’findings of this study are shown in Table I,

¢

* below.

Table I

A Comparison of Murphy-Durrell
Letter Names Test Scores

- N Parents {Parents Do ’
Attend |Not Attend | t-ratio
n = 39 n = 38°

@ Mean 31.95 12.08 | 5.0uf% .
Pretest Quartile Low B é
SD 18.15 ‘| 16.40

Mean - 50.03 46.08° | 3.56%%

" Posttest Quartile A -A
\\ SD 1.4 |  6.78
%ms : " 18.08 33.95 4 218
\\-
t-ratio . 6.77%%] 1y, 32%%

¥ Significant at the .05, level
*% Significant at the .01 level

The above table indicates that béth groups made signif-
icant gains in letter recognition skills scoring very near -
. the fop limits of the test, with pafental assistance. .
The Murphy-Durrell Letter Name Test gonsists of recog-
nizing twenty-six lower case letters-and twenty-six '

capital letters. This means that the maximum score

that can be obtained is fifty-two.

60931
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The chuldrEL whose parents attendea had a pretest
mean of 31.95 which is in the low "3" quavtlle and the
chlldren tthose parents did not attend had a pretest
mean of 12.08 which is in the "C" quertile. The post-
‘test scores indicate that the children whose’parents
'attenQed scored a mean of 50.03 and the children whose
parents did not attend scored a medn of 46,087 “BGtﬁ*“'""‘{“““f'f;”f
groups had their bosttest mean in the "A" d@artile ae
) defined by the Murphy-Durrell Test Gulde. Although
“ the chlldren whose parents attended the program scored
et statlstlcally 81gn1flcant{y higher than the children

whose parents did not attend, the two groups were so . .. . _ _-

significantly different in their pretest scores,that
they cannot be accurately compared by matching posttest

scoxnes., ,

ot

Since the two gfoups were completely different
in their pretest scores, their potential gains was very
different. The experimental éroup, with a.pretest mean

of 31.95, could realize a maximum gain, as measured b§

this test, of only 20.05%; the control group on the

other hand, with a pretest score of 12.08,'cou1d realize’

a maximum gain of 39;92.*Sé The group whose parents did
- not attend made gains of 33.95 and the group whose

parents did attend made gains of lggdé. These gains

show that the children whose parents did not attend

ERIC P 00032




" made statistically significant greater gains as
meas urcd by this test because of the cei ling effect.
n' - . When the gains.are viewed in proportion to the
, -~ - possible gain for each group, the control grouD attglned
. an 85 percent galn while the experlmental group attained -
a 90 percent gain, ! .

Twelve of the thlrty nlne chlldren in the exporr

imental group scored fifty-two out of fifty-two in the

posttest, and although their gains are not hlgh on

4

thls test, this test did not measure how much more' -
+ they knew beyond the letter names. Therefore, the
first hypothesis shodld be rejected w1th the prev1ously

RN — e

mentioned quallflcatlons in mlnd There were , statls-

tically greater gains at the .01 level, by children

" whose pareﬁts\did not participate, but had the benefit"
of all parents hglping in thé classroom; than by children
whose parents did participate.

The phoneme section of the Murphy-Durrell Test was

« advanced and much more difficult than the letter name

-

section. When the phoneme pretest was administered to

. thirty children randomly at the beginning of the'Parent

_— - * This number was derived by subtracting the pretest

score from the total score possible on the letter names

test. -

L}
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" Involvement Progﬁém, all thirty scored zero and exper- AN
ienced frustration. For these reasons it was decided
to discontinué this pretest and assume that all the
children would have scored zero. Table .2 below shows

the comparison of the Murphy-Durrell, Phoneme Posttest. -

Il
.

%

- UL UOU S

Table .2 ' o v
3 - '
A Comparison of Murphy-Durrell’ 4
: ?Phoneme Posttest
‘ * (48 possible)
. o —
Mean Quartile { 'SD { t-ratio.._ . _.._____
) Parents i o
n = 39

4.212 ..

Parents Do - , . ’
" Not_ Attend 40,24 B 8.23 .

n = 38 .
d.f. = 75

% Significan£ at the .05 level
*% Significant at the .01 level

Table .2 above shows that the children whose parents
7 attended scored a mean of 46.21 ("A" quartile) and the |
children whose parents did not attend ‘scored a mean of

40.24, ("B" qhartile) The t-ratio indicates that this -

Sy
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is a statisticall&‘significant difference at the .01
"léve}. This is baéed on the assumption that the groups
.were equal on their pretésf scores. The standard de-

viation of 2.88 of the experimental group indicates that ;

the children were homogeneous in their scores. The

standard deviation of 8.23 in the control group indicates

,)

results indicate that the second null hypothesisishould
be rejecfed. " The éhildren whose parents pérticipa;ed
improved stgtistically %ignificantly higher on the
- phoneme'test‘as"cémpared to the children .whose own
parents did not participate, but had the benefit of
7 other parents helﬁingiin fhe éiassféom. ’
| Although no other‘study was located that compared
children whose own parents atten_d a Parent involé
frograﬁ with children who are taught by other parents,
studies have been don? compari:; children whose parents
attend Parent Involvement Programs with children who
'aré'not exposed to the:program. These' studies indicate
that the children involved in the pqpéram scored higher
“than children whose parents are not. (Barﬁard;‘Parks,
Mann, Greathouse, Newcomb)

“y.‘.l .
_ ° I~ L ;
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CHAPTER ¥
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOHMENDATIONS
SUMMARY '

A Parent Involvement Program was developed in the

‘Mesa Title I schools to help .raise the consistently low .

. ¥
reading readiness scores of the kindergarteners in

those six schools.» The»ggngdts_rgqeived_instruction, R

once each week in working effectlvely w1th their children

and by constructing numerous games to relnforce reading
readlness skills., The folloﬁlna day"%he parents taught
children in the classroom in small ‘groups, u81ng the

games they created. The parents' younger chlldren were

:superv1sed in'a nursery wh}le the’ parents participated.

Recent studies have shown this type of program to
be very beneficial in helping all of the children in
the classroom; however, the effect of this}program on
children whose parents attend compared to ¢hildren in-
volved in the Parent involvameﬁtiprogram whose parents
do'not attend has never been determined. It was the
purpose of this paper to determine if there is a statis-
tical significant difference in the critical reading
readiness skills between these two groups of children.
The two hypotheses were:

1) ‘There Qill be no statistiéally significant

difference in the scores made by children

"

. 60096
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whose parents parficipated gnd those children
i

whose parents did not partlblpate, but had
-

the benefit of all parents helping in the
classroom, as measured by the letter recogni
tionn sections of the Mé;gby-Durrell Reading
Readiness Analysis Test. |
~= -2) There will be no statistidélly significant’
difference in the scores made by chiidren
whose péreﬁts participated and those éhildren
whose parents Zid not participate, but had
the bénefit of ail parents helping in the
“ classroom, as measured by the phoneme section
of the Murphy-Durrell Reading Read%ness:
Analysis Test. - Y
The Murphy-Durrell-Reading Readiness Analysis Test
on letter names was adﬁinistered in September and again
in Aprilf The Murph§ﬁDurPell Readin% Readiness énhlysis
Test on phonemes was administered to thirty chiidrén in °
September and ‘all thirty scored zero and experienced
frustration. qus pretégt was discontinued with the

2

assumption that all children would have sco;ed zero.
The test w;s administered again in Anril.‘

A random prOportlonal stratified sample, from five
Tltle I schools, of forty students whose parents did not

attend (control group) and of forty students whose parents

$0037 . °
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i

did attend (experimental group) were selected for this
study. The children were exposed to the Parent Involve-
ment Program in their classrooms for at least’Téify'
minutes every weak.

The findings showed that on the Murphy-Durrell
Reading Readiness Analysis Letter Recognifion'Test both
groups 'of children scored in the "A" quartile although.
the experimental group scored statistically significantly
higher %han Eﬁe control group. However, the two groups

were very different in their pretest scores, so it is

T difficult to accurately compare their posttest scores.

The children whose parents did not atteﬁd had much
lower pretest scores, so %heir potential for gains ex-
isted to a greater extent. The children whos;fparents
attended scored significantly higher on the pretest than
the control group, so the ceiling effect occurred.
Twelve of them scored perfect tests although their é&ins
“'were not nearly as large as children in the control
group. With tﬁlse qualifications in mind, the null
hypothesis was fejected because children whose own
parents did not attend, but were helped by other parents
in the classroom, made significantly greater gains at
the .01 level than children whose parents did attend.

The findings on the phoneme test indicaie that the

children whose own parents attended scored significantly

-
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greater at the .01l level than children whose-own- parents —— —
did not attend but were helped by other parents in the

classroom. Therefore, the null hypotheses was rejected.

CONCLUSIONS .
The results of this study suggest that for le;rning ‘
the beginning skill of letter recognition, all children
who are taught by the parents master this, regardless - K
of whether their own parents attend the Parent Involve-
ment Program. - However, in the more difficult task of
learning phonemes, the children whose own parents attend -
learn more le*ter sounds that children whose own parents s
do not attend but are aided in the classroom by other |
parents, This is based on the assumption that both
groups were equal in their pretest scores. .
Even though it was not a part of this study, the
pretests of the letter name Fests may ind@cate that the

parents who participate in this program tend to teach

their child, before he enters school, more than do

parents who do not become involved with this program.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1. This research dealt mainly with the influence
of parental involvement on reading readiness scores, It
would be interesting to expand the program to include

math readiness and analyze the results.

¥3039
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2. Involvement of parents should be studied to
determine if schoai activities had an effect on the
education of the other preschool children in the home.

3. Interesting games and activities were developed
in the sequential learning of reading readiness skills.
A possible study would be tﬁe effectiveness of games and
activities to teach the sequence of skills in other
areas of the curriculum, .

. :u. Many of the younger children of parents in the
Parent Involvement Program attended the nursery. It ’
would be interesting to see if these children will bé
more ready to enter school than children who did not
attend the nursery.

5. It would be interesting to test the children
whose pareﬁts participated in the Parent Involvement
Program after they complete first grade and.compare

them to children who were included in the Parent

Involvement Program whose parents did not attend.

609040
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T "~ JPARENTS ATTEND PRETEST" POSTTEST L
i Letter Letter Phonemes
R b Names Names
Samuel, C. 46 50 wr .
RoSert, IH. - 3 49 48 ) |
Carrie, P. ~ 47 . ug 48
Bobby,, A. : 10 52 47
Elaine, W. ) .52 47 ’
Shelley ,D. - o © a1. sl 48
Jay, F. - - , 45 "ug 45
Tammy, P. _ 35° 49 ' 33
Vicky, S. L | 48 48
Jenifer, A. = | 51 52 u8
Theodore, B. ) 3 51.° 47 y
Timmy , L. - S 47 52 48 ‘ v .
LaDonna, P. " 47 - ué 48 } ‘ -
Laurie, S. | 23 50 47 "
»  Lamar, T. 3 - 49 " u6
' Daniel, H. T2 T s0 40
Amy, E. . 47 51 Y
Sheldon, E. by 48 47 i
Burke, M. ' _ 41 48 46
Barbie, D. 5 Y 47
Denise, H. . L - 51 ug
p ‘ ,




-

A PARENTS ATTEND PRETEST POSTTEST °
- Letter -Letter —P;onemes»
Names Names '
. Richard, H. 5. 50 . w7
&dnda, M. 1 ~ ug 46
Kristy, M. 46 50 48
Marc, S. 1 51 48
Alan, T. 20 50 45
Oliver, B. us‘v 50 T
Cynthia; E. 49 51 48
Kelli, H. 45 51 - 4y
Athea, P. 47 48 48
Sherry-Dee, G. 36 J 49 42
Kevin: L. 32 51 46
Léretta, L. 11 50 l:l
Julie, S. 47 51 48
Teri, B. 41 51 48
Perry, R. 49 51 46
Raymond, S. 50 52 ;!
Christopher, S. 43 46 48
Paul, M. 11 ‘49 45
Q s0047?
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PARLNYTS NOT ATTEND

PRETEST POSTTEST

Letter Letter Phonemes
Names Names .

Chris, D.
David, F.
Nelson, H.
Lisa,‘H;
Charles, W.
Mike, C.
Joni, W.
Vicky, ‘L.
Kathy, H.
Rene, D.
Tommy, H.
Kenneth, O.
David, W.
Agustin, F.
John, I.
Diana, P.
James, P.
Mary, R.
Jimmy, W.
Larry, E.
Monroe, L.

Donald, W.

1 " 35
0 50 31
0 27 . 25
43 51 46 .
2 48 43
0 Y7 ys =
1 52 47
/{/ 34 29 .
1 41 23
1 u7 4y
0 49 Y47
0 22— 3y .
0 45 24
/

46 40

49 s o~
1 40 28
0 41 32
29 46 - 28
46 52 48
11 =49 Y47
3 38 35

5 45 4y
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PARENTS NOT ATTEND PRETEST POSTTEST
‘ Let{:er ‘Letter Phonemes
Names Names )
Edward, C. 30 46 46
Edward, D. 4 & 50 us
Joel, €. 48 51 “;_ 48
' Be‘gf.inda, W. 2 43 28
Erin, M. 29 50 oy
Tina, T. . 10 50 47
Sylvia, C. 2 ugf 46
K
- Curtis, M. 2 67 41
Robert, S. 35 52 6
Larry, H. 31 51 ug
Alicia, H. ) 3 42 C3g
Darlene, A, 49 52 h8
Robert, D. ‘ 6 52 45
Tina, G. 18 “50 48
Eric, M. 3 51 48
Janaz, P, 37 52 ' 48
z
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